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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Terminal Disclaimer 
The terminal disclaimers filed on February 27, 2006 disclaiming the terminal 
portion of any patent granted on this application that would extend beyond the 
expiration date of Applications 10/957,486, 10/699,159, 10/698,920, 10/699,262 and 
10/957,487 have been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimers have been 
recorded. 

Response to Amendment 

Regarding Applicant's amendments, filed February 27, 2006, claims 1-50 are 
pending, claims 1,3,4,6,9,10,11,15-17,19,20,21,23,24,27,28,34,35,37-40,42,44,45,48 
and 49 have been amended. 

With respect to Applicant's amendments regarding the 35 USC 1 12 rejections of 

claims 1-11,15,27,37 and 42-50 

claims 3,15,16,27,37,38,44 and 45 

claims 1-22 and 24-50 

claims 6,7 and 17 

claims 9, 19,40 and 48 

claims 24-34 and 42-50 

claims 10 and 20 

claims 11,21,34,45 and 20 

claims 23,41 ,46 and 50 

claim 35 
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and claim 23 

the amendments have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 35 USC 
112 rejections of the claims have been withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed February 27, 2006, with respect to the double 
patenting rejections of claims 1 and 4 over application 09/520,653, now US Patent 
6,451,066 and application 10/027,431, now US Patent 6,591,638 have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. The obviousness double patenting rejections of claims 
1 and 4 have been withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments filed February 27, 2006 with respect to the 35 USC 102 
rejection of claims 1,2,4,35,36 and 39 as being anticipated by Estes et al. (US 
6,045,588) have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The applicant 
argues that Estes et al. fails to teach or suggest washing adjuvants selected from a 
group of non-spark generating materials. The examiner respectfully disagrees because 
Estes et al. teaches washing adjuvants such as enzymes (column 3, lines 27-31) that 
are non spark generating. The burden is on the applicant to prove the adjuvants taught 
by Estes et al. are not spark generating substances. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 3,16, 44 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
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which applicant regards as the invention. The claim language "conductive polymer" 
recited in claims 3,16 and 44 is unclear. The examiner is unclear as to what compounds 
comprise the group "conductive polymers". Appropriate correction of the claim language 
is required. 

Claims 3,27,37,38,44 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. The claim language "materials" 
recited in claims 3,27,37,38 and 44 is unclear. The examiner is unclear as to what 
compounds comprise the group "materials". Appropriate correction of the claim 
language is required. 

Claim 45 is also rejected for being dependent on claim 44 and it inherits the 
same deficiencies as the parent claim 44. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1,2,4,35,36 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Estes et al. (US 6,045,588). 

The prior art of Estes et al. teaches methods of cleaning comprising delivering a 
wash liquor comprising a substantially non-reactive, non-aqueous, non-oleophilic, 
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apolar working fluid and a washing additive to a fabric load confined in a wash container 
and applying mechanical energy (column 2, lines 56-63) as claimed in claims 1 , 4 and 
39. The prior art further teaches that the washing additive be chosen from surfactants, 
enzymes, bleaches, deodorizers, fragrances, anti-static agents and anti-stain agents 
(column 3, lines 27-31) as claimed in claim 35. The prior art further teaches that the 
working fluid has the following properties: surface tension of less than or equal to 35 
dynes/cm 2 ; a KB value of less than or equal to 30; and solubility in water of less than 
about 10% (column 3, lines 1-6) as claimed in claims 2 and 36. 

The prior art is silent as to the language "selected from the commercial group of 
non-spark generating materials" and do not explicitly teach the limitations of the working 
fluid "selected from the commercial group of non-spark generating materials" as recited 
in the instant independent claims. However, it is reasonable to presume that the working 
fluids "selected from the commercial group of non-spark generating materials" are 
encompassed by the prior art because the prior art teaches in its specification the same 
materials (perfluorocarbons, hydrofluoroethers, fluorinated hydrocarbons and 
fluoroinerts; column 3, lines 18-20) as taught in the specification of the instant 
application (perfluorocarbons, hydrofluoroethers, fluorinated hydrocarbons and 
fluoroinerts; page 13, paragraph 0129, lines 2-5) and the same properties of those 
materials as the instant application. The burden is on the applicant to prove otherwise. 
In re Fitzgerald, 205 USPQ 594. 

Accordingly, the broad teachings of Estes et al. anticipate the material limitations 
of the instant claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5,6,7,8,12-15,17,18 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Estes et al. (US 6,045,588) as applied to the claims above, and 
further in view of Evers et al. (US 2003/0097718). 

Estes et al. is relied upon as set forth above. Estes et al. further teaches 
dispensing chambers for spray or mist delivery of wash liquor which comprises the 
washing additive (column 3, lines 25-50; Figure 3, #43) as claimed in claims 6-8,17,22. 

Estes et al. does not teach methods of cleaning comprising water-in working fluid 
emulsions. 

The secondary reference of Evers et al., in the analogous art of dry cleaning 
methods, teaches methods of cleaning first comprising a non-aqueous dry cleaning 
step, followed by a semi aqueous dry cleaning step comprising treating fabric with water 
a surfactant and a co-solvent (column 2, paragraphs 0018-0027) or reversing the 
treatment order. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the dry cleaning methods taught by Estes et al. by 
incorporating a water-in working fluid treatment step as taught by Evers et al. because 
Evers et al. teaches the utility of applying low aqueous treatment steps to efficiently dry 
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clean fabric articles. One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to combine the 
teaching of the references absent unexpected results. 

Claims 9-11,19-21,24-26,28-34,42,43,45 and 47-49 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Estes et al. (US 6,045,588) and Evers et al. 
(US 2003/0097718), as applied to the claims above, and further in view of Fyvle et al. 
(US 2004/0117920). 

Estes et al. and Evers et al. are relied upon as set forth above. 

Estes et al. and Evers et al. do not teach dry cleaning methods comprising 
sensing means. 

Fyvle et al., in the analogous art of dry cleaning methods, teaches temperature 
sensors (page 8, paragraph 0073), conductivity and humidity sensors and solvent 
moisture sensors (page 9, paragraph 0081; page 10, paragraphs 0092-0093). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the cleaning methods taught by Estes et al. and Evers et 
al. by incorporating the temperature, solvent/moisture, humidity and conductivity 
sensing steps as taught by Fyvle et al. because Fyvle teaches the utility of sensing the 
above mentioned parameters to provide more efficient cleaning of fabric articles. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to combine the teaching of the references 
absent unexpected results. 

Claims 23,41,46 and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Estes et al. (US 6,045,588), Evers et al. (US 2003/0097718) and 
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Fyvle et al. (US 2004/0117920), as applied to the claims above, and further in view of 
Deak et al. (US 2005/0187125). 

Estes et al., Evers et al. and Fyvle et al. are relied upon as set forth above. 

Estes et al., Evers et al. and Fyvle et al. are silent as to the HLB value of the 
surfactants and do not specifically teach the instantly claimed limitation of 3 to 14. 

Deak et al., in the analogous art of dry cleaning, teaches methods of cleaning 
with compositions comprising non-ionic surfactants with HLB values from 6 to 1 1 . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the methods taught by Estes et al., Evers et al. and Fyvle 
et al. by incorporating the surfactants taught by Deak et al. because Deak et al. teaches 
the utility of these surfactants in effectively dry cleaning fabrics. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would be motivated to combine the teaching of the references absent 
unexpected results. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amina Khan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5573. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Douglas McGinty can be reached on (571) 272-1029. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Amina Khan 
Patent Examiner 

May 15, 2006 . JU^y^> 

LORMA M. DOU YON 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



